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Reply of N. S. Khrushchev 
to the President's letter of February 14 

Khrushchev's 14-page reply expresses his disappointment 

over the President's negative reply to his proposal that the 

18-nation Disarmament Committee be begun at the Heads of State 

level, Khrushchev repeats previous arguments that only the 

Heads of Government have the necessary authority to formulate 

policy. He takes issue with some of the arguments advanced by 

the President against his proposal, claiming disappointment 

over the argument that more preliminary work needs to be done. 

Khrushchev insists that there has been a mass of such work already 

and that what is needed is not further clarification of positions 

but how to overcome the differences between well-known positions. 

He argues that the necessary degree of trust for the solution of 

the disarmament problem can only be achieved by the Heads of 

Government and asserts that meetings between Heads of Government 

will lead to better understanding of the desires of each. 

Khrushchev accuses the President of not yet having the determination 

to seek a solution of the disarmament problem and of having 

already condemned the forthcoming 18-nation negotiations to 

failure. The refusal to meet at the highest level , he claims, 

is to be able to blame the Foreign Ministers for this failure. 

Khrushchev 


-2- 

Khrushchev takes issue with the President's position on 
control, asserting that the US and its allies seek to force 
the USSR to place its entire military establishment under foreign 
control and open up its entire defense system before disarmament 
has even begun. He rejects this categorically and repeats 
familiar arguments as to Soviet willingness to agree to 
genuine inspection by stages. He again charges that Western 
proposals amount to espionage and that various Western proposals 
add up to trickery designed to bury the problem of disarmament. 
He again attacks Western unwillingness to liquidate foreign 
bases and says that the USSR is willing to withdraw its overseas 
forces if the West will do likewise. 

Khrushchev then says that perhaps the position taken by 
the President and Prime Minister Macmillan is tied to the US 
intention to resume atmospheric testing. He reasserts that if 
this happens the USSR will do likewise and the blame will lie 
on the governments of the US and UK. 

Khrushchev concludes by expressing the hope that the 
President has not said his last word regarding a meeting at 
the Heads of State level. 
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Bear Hr. President: ^ S^; .;.' >->-, — 

I have received your reply to the proposal of the tJ / A 
Soviet Government that the work of the 13 tlatica Disarmament 
Conraiitee be initiated by the Heads of Government (State) 
of the countries represented in that Cosraittee. X jklbz say 
frankly that I aa chagrined by your negative attitude toward 
that proposal. 

I shall not conceal that for a long time I have been 
hatching the thought of beginning the work of the disarmament 
committee at the highest level. And as I have already written, 
your message of February 7 reached ae at the very content ^hen 
I was working on a stessage en this question to the participants 
in the forthcoming negotiations, and that encouraged ae even 
more. 

However, after your reply to ay stestsage, the situation 
looks entirely different. 

According to your ntessage, you believe that even if 
participation by the Ueac3 of Government in disarmament negotia- 
tions is possible it should be postponed until such tiae vhen 
definite progress has been reached in negotiations. 3ut the 
legitimate question arises — who, then, can ensure vith the 
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greatest probability of success such progress, who can 
create a favorable situation for negotiations? Those who 
are vested with the full breadth of authority and who 
have the leading role in shaping policy or, on the other 
hand y those who are not vested with such responsibility and 
consequently are Ileal ted in their actions by previously 
determined instructions? It seems to me that there can be 
no two answers to this question* It is clear that the Heads 
of Government have much greater possibilities for this than 
anybody else* 

The question aay also be raised in the following sanner: 
what is better, what will yield greater benefits — leadership 
exercised by the Heads of Government from a distance, or on 
the other hand when they themselves, having rolled up their 
sleeves, undertake the most difficult and give a correct 
orientation to the negotiations and ensure the progress of 
which you speak In your isessage. 

As for 2ie, the guiding precept of ay life is to be where 
the sain work is being done, where it is Tnost important to 
obtain success* A3 I understand it, the position of Head of 
State requires this. If we remained far fron Geneva, we would, 
whether we wanted it or not, have to consider the probleias 


arii las in the course of die disarrnanettt negotiations merely 
as cne aaon^ aany other itaportant matters with, which officials 
in c ur position have to deal every day. 

Frankly, I asa surprised at the Inconsistency in certain 
arguments advanced in your siessage. You agree that the 
Heads of Government should assume personal responsibility 
for the success of the disarmament negotiations to be opened 
in Geneva on March 14 of this year. But at the satae tia» 
you propose that ve *ait until the Hinisters of Foreign 
Affairs have achieved definite progress, Well, if, as was 
the case in the past, disarmament negotiations should fail 
to aake progress — »oat then* should the Heads of State 
wash their hands? But then what will there be left of their 
personal responsibility for the course of negotiation*, the 
importance of <ehich you emphasise in your message? Ho, you 
can not really aahe these things jibe. 

Her do I find convincing your statement that before it 
becomes possible for the Heads of State to esaaine die situa- 
tion arising in the disarmament negotiations there should be 
dene a great deal of work in clarifying the positions of the 
sides. I 3haii so even further and say that your statement 
that soaethinjj is yet to be fully clarified was eattretacly 


Page Not Available 


- - 

To s*y> then, that somebody still has to engage in clarifying 
positions - Chat is siaply refusal to attempt to direct 
disaiaastent negotiations in a practical channel* 

If the previous negotiations have really left certain 
questions unanswered, then this is apparently not at all 
because little effort has been >aade to clarify thesu As I 
have already indicated, disarmament intrudes in the sacro- 

. sanctum of every state, in the area of ensuring; their 
security, which, in the present world situation, everybody 
prefers to keep far from the eyes of others. A certain 
degree of trust and responsibility, without which it is 
impossible even to coxae close to the solution of disarmament 
problems, can therefore be reached only axoong those who bear 
the highest responsibility before the peoples of their 
countries for their security. And nobody else but the Heads 
of Government (State) bear ?uch responsibility. Horeover, 
txany of theni would have to assusse the leadership of the 
armed forces of their countries should sisies of urial occt^r. 
3or is it necessary to prove that personal contacts among 
Heads of State can sooner lead to a better understanding 
of one another's aspirations, greater trust, and as a 
consequence - who knova - perhaps even new ideas. 


Ijf the * xperience of previous disarmament negotiation- 
has been in jay way useful, then It is prisaariiy because 
it has demons trated hew few practical aoves in the -aattar 
of disarmament one can expect without the aost direct and 
businesslike participation ia negotiations of officials 
holding the highest position. It is precisely because the 
positions of the participants in negotiations have been 
overly clarified that the conclusion arises by itself that 
only such officials can aove the disaraaoeat question off 
dead center, if. of course, all parties desire this. 

Therefore neither Ministers, whatever esteem they say 
enjoy on the part of the soverazaenta and the peoples of 
their countries, nor other representatives, whatever their 
rank, will achieve anything if the Heads of State do not 
place the negotiations on a solid foundation, having 
demonstrated the will and desire to reach agreement on 
disarmament probiens. 

If you have no desire to head now the U.3* Delegation 
to the negotiations in the 13-Hatioa Conmi ctee and you 
use in explanation of your position such an artificial ar*u- 
aent as lack of appropriate preparations, then this can only 
indicate that the resolution to reach agreement on disarmament 
questions has not yet become ripe in your nind. There 
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unavoidably arises the question - is it not, Mr. President, 
because in your ovn mind you have already condemned the 
IS-Sation Coasaittee to failure and are thinking in advance 
in terms of this Committee 1 a failing to ensure the solution 
of the questions for vfaich it has been created that you do 
^not wish to go to Geneva newt It appear* that the Western 
Pavers are not yet ready for a disarmament agreement and 
you therefore think that for the time being it is more 
convenient to keep somewhat aside from the negotiations on 
this question. This is how all thinking people vill have to 
assess your unwillingness to have the Disarmament Committee 
meat at the highest level. 

To unload the work in the 18-Hation Committee on the 
Ministers of Foreign Affairs is to demonstrate clearly - 
and the Ministers vill, of course, understand this - that 
the Heads of Government, the Heads of State ,<fo not vish to 
assume the responsibility for a possible failure of negotia- 
tions and prefer that all sins be charged to the Ministers. 

It is easy to imagine what the situation may turn out 
the ' - 
to be in/final analysis. The Ministers of Foreign Affairs, 

^ho azo busy people, transfer - and this happens quite 

frequently - the conduct of negotiations to persons of a 


scmevhat lower rank and thoci, in turn, to officials vho 
are another step lower on ths ladder. This is he*? It turns 
out that negotiations, as a natter if fact, arc finally 
conducted among bureaucrats. And then try to find out ^rhers 
that personal responsibility of the Heads of Goverosaent 
for negotiations* of vhich you nov speak, actually i3. 

In your stessage of February 14, you, Hr. President, 
refer to the fact that there are substantial differences 
between our countries in the question of control of disarma- 
ment. That is correct, such differences exist, but vhat 
is their root? You seek the Soviet Union 1 s agreement to 
the establishment of control not only oyer armed forces and 
anaasents vhich are bains reduced or destroyed under the 
agreement but also over that portion vhich will reaain in 
the possession of states for the tiaae being. It appears that 
the U.S. and its allies would like to have the Soviet Union 
place under control all of its? araed forces and open up its 
entire defense system even before disarmament has really 
.egun. 

I aust say frankly that vith such an approach to the 
'•iuestion of control youvill attain nothing because to this 
ye will not agree. 
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The Soviet Union is interest* d in the establishment 
of the strictest interna tional coctrol ever the fulfillment 
of a disarmament agreement. If, ior instance* ve reach 
agreement on general and complete disarmament in stages, 
then, in our opinion, the implementation of all disanaasaent 
treasures provided for each stage aunt be thoroughly verified* 
We want no less than anybody else to have assurance that 
the araaacnts and armed forces to be liquidated at a given 
stage are actually being liquidated or are being treated 
in such a manner as had been agreed in advance and recorded 
in the Treaty. This precisely is real, effective control 
over disarmament. On the other hand, you propose not 
control over disarmament but something entirely different. 

Let .us laagine that we are negotiating reduction of 
the arzaed forces of our countries by several divisions. 
We are prepared to agree to this. 

Sue you dessand that control be established not only 
over the disbanding of those divisions but over all of 
the araed forces and arawraents that are at the disposal of 
states. This is really like the saying: "A ruble for a 
iamb with ten rubles for change". 

In the age of rocket and nuclear weapons - and we have 
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entered that: age - taasses of troops have far less significance 
than they had in the first and second world wars. Today, 
war would issaediately as suae an all-eabric lag, universal 
character and its outcoae would depend not on the actions of 
troops placed at the line dividing the belligerent parties 
but rather on the application of rocket and nuclear weapons, 
with which the deciding strike can be eaade even before mass 
armies have been mobilized and introduced into combat. 

Thus, under modern conditions reduction of the artaed 
forces of states by several divisions would in no way change 
the situation. Control over the military potential of 
states which you wish to obtain in exchange for an essentially 
Insignificant reduction in armed forces, is another setter. 
The establishment of such control would yield a major strategic 
advantage to the state planning aggression. 

The control proposed by the Western Powers, i.e., 
control actually before disarmament, we regard with full 
justification as espionage. Such control would permit an 
aggressive state to place its intelligence agents on the 
territories of peace-loving states and to collect information 
about their defense systems: and then to decide the question 
whether to agree to further disarmament or turn the course of 
events toward war. 
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We do not: wish this. The Soviet: Union strives for an 
honest agreement which would provide guarantee :hat neither 
during the process of disarmament nor after its completion 
a threat to the security of any state will arise. This is 
why we say - let us work out a treaty on general and 
complete disarmament under the strictest international con- 
trol and let us implement the provisions of that treaty in 
* cages so that control be comnensurate with the disarmament 
steps undertaken. Having completed one stage of disarmament 
under control let us move to the implementation of the nest 
stage* also under control. This is a sound, realistic 
approach to the question of control , and so far no one has 
been able to propose a better one. 

la the initial stages of disarmament there will of course 
remain soma armed forces and armaments which will temporarily 
be outside the sphere of international control. But will 
this change anything as compared with what we have today? 
After all, even now wexknow exactly the amounts of armaments 
at the disposal of the other sidd. Under staged disarmament 
we is ill reduce the armed forces and armaments by agreed 
increments and therefore the correlation of forces and the 
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balance which has by now been established viil ^ct -m 
disturbed. As Co the aeaouat o£ amed forces and arm stents on 
%*hich we will have no exact data after die ccrcipletioi oi ; 
each stage, it *ill constantly decrease >jnt±l it cases dova 
to zero. 

Where then, doea this invoi e a threat to strategic 
security of states? There is no such threat and it cannot 
esdlst with this approach. 

This caa in no ^ay be said about proposals of the 
Western Pavers, la insisting that control march before 
disamutsenfc the Western .Powers only strengthen the 
suspicions that they are pursuing a*7 possible objective 
other than disarmaments the impression is created that scae 
kind of a dlsaxasaent gaae is being played. The peoples of 
the entire wrld deaand disarsaaaent, the? vent to throw off 
their shoulders the burden of military expenditures, to 
clear the horizon of the thxsxder clouds of var, while the 
Western Powers do not feel like disarain^. This is ^hy 
all sorts of planJa appear deliberately calculated to be 
rejected by the other sidz. All this rescables trickery 
which is resorted to in order to bury a live cause. 

Ucw how eLse can one assess such recipes tor disarjaaaent 
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as provide for the reduction ia troop a by one percent 
and for the extension of control over ail of the other aiaety- 
nine percent or anaed forces? How else can one under staid 
the refusal of the Western Paver 3 to redixe the scope of 
their solitary preparations at least to sosae extent, for 
esaiapie, to liquidate the silitary bases in foreign terri- 
tories and to withdraw their troops from Europe to the 
confines of their states, the Soviet Union Is prepared even 
now to bring horae its troops which are outside the country 
if the Western Powers do the earn*. 

Where is there to be found here real partnership » under- 
standing of the aspiration* of the peoples, and the desire 
to remove the danger of a rocket and nuclear war* which 
rauld bring unbelievable disaster and suffering to all of 
aankind? There is not even a trace of that* 

With this attitude on the part of the Governments of 
the Western Powers toward the cause of disarmament, where 
behind ostensible hustle arotind the questions of control 
shcrc Is being pushed 3oacwhere into the backyard the *aia 
tiling - disartaasieat of the sailitary establishment of states s 
one has reall? to fear lest the new Coasaittee is facing the 
sorry lot of its predecessors. If there is no desire to ajpree 


on a realistic basis p then obviously disarsefisten:: ae$otia- 
tlons will azsount to nothing, whether the work of the 
Coacdttee started -*i£h the participation of the Pleads of 
Gcvemrasat or at the Foreign Minister level, or any other 
level. 

1 aa not used to playing the hypocrite and hiding the 
truth in ay pocket and therefore shall say without beating 
around the bush: Tour reply aessage, Mr. President, as 
veil es the message froa Prise Minister Hacaillan have 
generated in a* the feeling that those journalists *b© 
see acae special purposes in your proposal to begin the 
work of the 13-Hation Coosaittee at the Foreign Minister 
level are perhaps rigfct. They connect thia proposal directly 
with the statement of the Sovernssants of the United States 
msd Great Britain about their intention to resuae nuclear 
weapon teats la the atsrcsphere. 

^"hat is the reasoning of the Journalists? They irader- 

stand that the Soviet Union will not leave that aggressive 

unrestrained 
action unanswered* The iragrrtiritg^ desire on the part of the 

United States and Great Britain to increase their nuclear 

arsenal and to increase the destructive power of their 
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ttuclear weapons 9 til unavoidably lead to Che Soviet Union's 
being drawn into competition in the sphere of accumulation 
and perfection of nuclear veapong. It is understandable 
chat the Soviet Union, which incidentally has conducted far 
fewer experimental nuclear explosions, will not wish to lag 
behind and will do everything to maintain its nuclear 
weapons at the proper level. Aa a result, swings fill be 
set in ration to heights never seen before, raising the 
nuclear eraaaent* race to ever-higher levels. naturally, 
the peoples will place the responsibility for this on 
the Governments of the United States and Great Britain. 

It is in connection with this that it is heing said 
that in advancing the idea of conducting disarmament 
negotiations at the Ministerial level, the Governments of 
the United States and Great Britain sought soaehow to 
paralyse the negative attitude of public opinion toward the 
planned resumption of nuclear tests and to sweeten the bitter 
pill by aakiag a gesture in the direction of disaraasenc* 
this opinion became even stronger when the United States and 
Great Britain replied in the negative to the concrete, 
businesslike proposal of the Soviet Union to ^egia the work 
of the disaroaoent coasaittee at she highest level with 
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participation jy die Heads of Government, a proposal that 
gives sreatsr assurance of success in negotiations. As 
jmch as I ^ould iilte to avoid unpleasant words — but the 
conclusion iaposes itself that apparently thero id aosse 
truth ia stsch cossaentaries by journal is ts. 

Where then is the setter goin§? tfe live in a tine 
when science and technology are developing swiftly end net? 
scientific and technological echieveoenta are bom literally 
not every day but every hour. Rocket end nuclear arsaaaenta 
are ever increasing and now both ve and yoo already have 
thousands of units of such vtmpon** Ikey are sanned by 
aaay thousands of personnel and that msaber la ever increasing 
as the number of rockets increases. Sat the acre people are 
assigned to the saaning of lethal rockets and nuclear 
veepens, the greater the probability that the unexpected 
say occur. After all, there have already been cases in the 
United States where belabors on alert missions s*ith a payioad 
of nuclear i-o^bs h&d accidents and fell to the ground 
cau&lng considerable unpleasant consequences. 

And is it really out o£ the question that something 
similar can happen not only with ixxabers but also with 
reefcecs equipped *Jith_theraonucloar ^arhaada? In addition 
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i '.aillicns ispon ssillioas of people, ^hile asay woulc be 

i condemned so sicv death ad a result of radioactive 

I contamination. 

All this hrlaga to aiad once again that the loading 
1 

■ officials of states v who bear the responsibility for the 
I 
1 destinies of peoples, aust realize the actual state cf 

jaf fairs vhich has already been brought about by the rocket 

jand auclear azaeiaenta race and to vhich this race la 

leading* General and complete disaraaseot, that id, 

paaplete destruction of ail anaaaeats, particularly nuclear, 

Us become in our tiae a vitally necessary task, vhich 

Itastds above everything else* la the interests of the 

(neediest solution of this task the Soviet Goveraaent 

)as been end still is for having the lS-Sation Biaaraaaent 


baedrtee begin its work at the highest level* 

I 

1 The search for agreement on disaraaaent problems 

fequires that unnecessary punctiliousness be cast aside 

id that the interests of the cause, the iaterests oz 

jrengthening peace, be placed accve everything else. 

is is vhy I should like to hope that you, Ur, President, 

l r e not yet said your la3t word concerning your participation 

! the negotiations in the -lS-Sfation Dicaraaraant Coaoittec. 
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The Soviet Govertiaseat sincerely seelc^ to reach, agree- 
sent on disarmament and haa propcaed vith the best of iacan- 
.tloas that the work of the IS-vCation Caoaittee be be^ua at 
the airiest level* 

The Soviet Govensaeat believes that the proposals 
for general and complete disarmament under strict Inter- 
national control advanced by is provide a basis for reaching 
agseetaent without prejudice to any individual party aad 
without advantage to any other party. Of course we are 
prepared to consider other proposals as vail If they really 
will ensure the solution of the prohlea of general aad 
complete diaaraaaeat. 

If the Goverawents of the Western Powers desire asreeaeat 
on disaraaaeat proolesas - aad the Soviet Union aad the o her 
socialist countries do wish to reach it - then one could 
definitely hope that aesotiatioas vith the participation of the 
Heads of Covenrseat will yield tangible results, and agreeraent 
will hecotae possible. This wsnld be a great honor to those 
\&q would have laid, at the beginning of the association*, the 
foundation for a future agreeaent and found ways of overcoaiag 
the existing difficulties. And what a ^reat reward it would 
be for the Heads of Coverosaent, Heads of State, then to si^a 
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a treat/ on setters! and coapieta disaraa^at: and to 
bcccoe participants in at* historic event «hieh vettld 
reaftia ia the aeawries of all aankiad for sges co cooe. 

ftespec trull/ t 
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